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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed Jan. 27, 2003 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

In re pages 1-5, applicants argue, with respect to claim 1 , that neither Herrera 
nor Faroudja discloses or suggests the claimed "receiving at least one instruction for a 
2-D/3-D engine to facilitate creation f an adaptively de-interlaced frame image from at 
least a first interlaced field; and performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at least a portion of 
adaptive de-interlacing based on at least the first interlaced field in response to the at 
least one instruction to produce at least a portion of the adaptively de-interlaced frame 
image". 

In response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Herrera discloses in col. 10, 
lines 44-49 that "To understand how, in accordance with the disclosed embodiment, a 
3D graphics engine within modified graphics accelerator 84 performs the motion 
compensation, YUV 4:2:0-to-4:2:2 conversion, and/or alpha blending processes, an 
exemplary 3D graphics engine/process is described in greater detail below" and in col. 

2, lines 54-59 that "In accordance with the MPEG-2 specification, MPEG-2 decode sub- 
stage 20 conducts a Variable Length decode (VLD) 22, an inverse quantization 
(IQUANT) 24, an Inverse Discrete Cosine Transform (IDCT) 26, motion compensation 
28, and a planar YUV 4:2:0 to interleaved 4:2:2 conversion 30". From the above 
passages, the 3D graphics engine and graphics accelerator 84 of Herrera converts the 
progressive video signal (planar YUV 4:2:0) to the interlaced video signal (interleaved 
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4:2:2). Thus, the 3D graphics engine and graphics accelerator 84 of Herrera does 
"receiving at least one instruction for a 2-D/3-D engine to facilitate creation of an 
adaptively de-interlaced frame image from at least a first interlaced field; and 
performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at least a portion of adaptive de-interlacing based on 
at least the first interlaced field in response to the at least one instruction to produce at 
least a portion of the adaptively de-interlaced frame image" as claimed in claim 1. 

In re page 5, applicants argue, with respect to claim 2, Herrera does not disclose 
an "at least portion of adaptively de-interlaced frame image frame image" as recited in 
claim 2 that is produced by "performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at least a portion of 
adaptive de-interlacing based on at least the first interlaced field" as recited in claim 1. 

In response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed with respect to 
claim 1 above, Herrera does disclose the claimed adaptively de-interlaced frame image 
(planar YUV 4:2:0). Thus, the storing of the video signal of Herrera indeed stores the 
adaptively de-interlaced frame image produced by performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine 
based on at least the first interlaced field. 

In re pages 5-6, applicants argue, with respect to claim 3, Herrera does not 
disclose, teach or suggest, inter alia, an "at least portion of adaptively de-interlaced 
frame image frame image" that is produced by "performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at 
least a portion of adaptive de-interlacing based on at least the first interlaced field"(claim 
1), that Herrera can not, and does not disclose, teach or suggest, applicants' claim 3 
subject matter of "retrieving, by a graphics processor display engine, the stored 
adaptive de-interlaced frame image for display on at least one display device". 
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In response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed with respect to 
claim 1 above, Herrera does discloses the claimed adaptively de-interlaced frame 
image (planar YUV 4:2:0) and disclose the claimed "retrieving, by a graphics processor 
display engine, the stored adaptive de-interlaced frame image for display on at least 
one display device" in col. 5, lines 50-64 "The above stated needs and others are also 
met by the computer system, in accordance with one embodiment of the present 
invention, that is capable of providing video play-back of an encoded data stream. The 
computer system includes a processor, a data bus mechanism, a primary memory, a 
display device, and a graphics engine that is configured to generate digital image data 
based on at least one command signal from the processor, generate motion 
compensated digital image data based on at least one digital image and at least one 
motion vector, convert a YUV 4:2:0 formatted picture to a YUV 4:2:2 formatted 
picture, convert the YUV 4:2:2 formatted picture to a RGB formatted picture, scale the 
RGB formatted picture, and convert the RGB formatted picture to an analog signal that 
can be displayed on the display device". 

In re pages 6-7, applicants argue, with respect to claim 4, that the fact that the 
claimed invention is within the capabilities of one of ordinary skill in the art is not 
sufficient by itself to establish prima facie obviousness nor can the level of skill in the art 
be relied upon to provide the suggestion to combine references and, even if median 
filtering was incorporated into Herrera's disclosed system, one would still not be in 
possession of applicants' claimed subject matter because neither Herrera nor Faroudja 
discloses or suggests the claimed "receiving at least one instruction for a 2-D/3-D 
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engine to facilitate creation f an adaptively de-interlaced frame image from at least a 
first interlaced field; and performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at least a portion of 
adaptive de-interlacing based on at least the first interlaced field in response to the at 
least one instruction to produce at least a portion of the adaptively de-interlaced frame 
image" as recited in claim 1. 

In response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed in claim 1 above, 
Herrera does disclose the claimed "receiving at least one instruction for a 2-D/3-D 
engine to facilitate creation of an adaptively de-interlaced frame image from at least a 
first interlaced field; and performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at least a portion of 
adaptive de-interlacing based on at least the first interlaced field in response to the at 
least one instruction to produce at least a portion of the adaptively de-interlaced frame 
image" as claimed in claim 1. 

Not only the specific teachings of a reference but also reasonable inferences 
which the artisan would have logically drawn therefrom may be properly evaluated in 
formulating a rejection. In re Preda, 401 F.2d 825, 159 USPQ 342 (CCPA 1968) and In 
re Shepard, 319 F.2d 194, 138 USPQ 148 (CCPA 1963). Furthermore, artisans must be 
presumed to know something about the art apart from what the references disclose. In 
re Jacoby, 309 F.2d 513, 135 USPQ 317 (CCPA 1962). The conclusion of obviousness 
may be made from common knowledge and common sense of a person of ordinary skill 
in the art without any specific hint or suggestion in a particular reference. In re Bozek, 
416 F.2d 1385, 163 USPQ 545 (CCPA 1969). Every reference relies to some extent on 
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knowledge of persons skilled in the art to complement that which is disclosed therein. In 
re Bode, 550 F.2d 656, 193 USPQ 12 (CCPA 1977). 

Finally, the expected benefits from median filter would itself has been evidence of 
obviousness. Expected beneficial results are themselves evidence of obviousness. In re 
Hoffman, 556 F.2d 539, 194 USPQ 126 (CCPA 1977); In re Skoll, 523 F.2d 1392, 187 
USPQ 481 (CCPA 1975); and In re Skoner, 517 F.2d 947, 186 USPQ 80 (CCPA 1975). 

In re pages 7-8, applicants argue, with respect to claim 5, that the fact that the 
claimed invention is within the capabilities of one of ordinary skill in the art is not 
sufficient by itself to establish prima facie obviousness nor can the level of skill in the art 
be relied upon to provide the suggestion to combine references and, even if spatio- 
temporal filtering was incorporated into Herrera's disclosed system, one would still not 
be in possession of applicants' claimed subject matter because neither Herrera nor 
Faroudja discloses or suggests the claimed "receiving at least one instruction for a 2- 
D/3-D engine to facilitate creation f an adaptively de-interlaced frame image from at 
least a first interlaced field; and performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at least a portion of 
adaptive de-interlacing based on at least the first interlaced field in response to the at 
least one instruction to produce at least a portion of the adaptively de-interlaced frame 
image" as recited in claim 1 . 

In response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed in claim 1 above, 
Herrera does disclose the claimed "receiving at least one instruction for a 2-D/3-D 
engine to facilitate creation of an adaptively de-interlaced frame image from at least a 
first interlaced field; and performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at least a portion of 
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adaptive de-interlacing based on at least the first interlaced field in response to the at 
least one instruction to produce at least a portion of the adaptively de-interlaced frame 
image" as claimed in claim 1. 

Not only the specific teachings of a reference but also reasonable inferences 
which the artisan would have logically drawn therefrom may be properly evaluated in 
formulating a rejection. In re Preda, 401 F.2d 825, 159 USPQ 342 (CCPA 1968) and In 
re Shepard, 319 F.2d 194, 138 USPQ 148 (CCPA 1963). Furthermore, artisans must be 
presumed to know something about the art apart from what the references disclose. In 
re Jacoby, 309 F.2d 513, 135 USPQ 317 (CCPA 1962). The conclusion of obviousness 
may be made from common knowledge and common sense of a person of ordinary skill 
in the art without any specific hint or suggestion in a particular reference. In re Bozek, 
416 F.2d 1385, 163 USPQ 545 (CCPA 1969). Every reference relies to some extent on 
knowledge of persons skilled in the art to complement that which is disclosed therein. In 
re Bode, 550 F.2d 656, 193 USPQ 12 (CCPA 1977). 

Finally, the expected benefits from spatio-temporal filter would itself has been 
evidence of obviousness. Expected beneficial results are themselves evidence of 
obviousness. In re Hoffman, 556 F.2d 539, 194 USPQ 126 (CCPA 1977); In re Skoll, 
523 F.2d 1392, 187 USPQ 481 (CCPA 1975); and In re Skoner, 517 F.2d 947, 186 
USPQ 80 (CCPA 1975). 

In re page 8, applicants argue, with respect to claim 6, that neither Herrera or 
Faroudja disclose, teach or suggest, applicants' "performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at 
least a portion of adaptive de-interlacing"; therefor, such cited art also does not disclose, 
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teach or suggest "controlling the 2-D/3-D engine to perform the adaptive de-interlacing 
prior to display by the display engine". 

In response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed with respect to 
claim 1 above, Herrera does discloses the claimed adaptively de-interlaced frame 
image (planar YUV 4:2:0) and disclose the claimed "controlling the 2-D/3-D engine to 
perform the adaptive de-interlacing prior to display by the display engine" in col. 5, lines 
50-64 "The above stated needs and others are also met by the computer system, in 
accordance with one embodiment of the present invention, that is capable of providing 
video play-back of an encoded data stream. The computer system includes a 
processor, a data bus mechanism, a primary memory, a display device, and a 
graphics engine that is configured to generate digital image data based on at least one 
command signal from the processor, generate motion compensated digital image data 
based on at least one digital image and at least one motion vector, convert a YUV 
4:2:0 formatted picture to a YUV 4:2:2 formatted picture, convert the YUV 4:2:2 
formatted picture to a RGB formatted picture, scale the RGB formatted picture, and 
convert the RGB formatted picture to an analog signal that can be displayed on the 
display device". 

In re page 9, applicants argue, with respect to claim 7, that neither Herrera or 
Faroudja disclose, teach or suggest, applicants 1 "performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at 
least a portion of adaptive de-interlacing"; therefor, such cited art also cannot, and does 
not disclose, teach or suggest "issuing 2D/3D instructions to the 2D/3D engine to carry 
out the de-interlacing of lines of video data from interlaced fields". 
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In response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed with respect to 
claim 1 above, Herrera does discloses the claimed adaptively de-interlaced frame 
image (planar YUV 4:2:0) and disclose the claimed "issuing 2D/3D instructions to the 
2D/3D engine to carry out the de-interlacing of lines of video data from interlaced fields" 
in col. 5, lines 50-64 "The above stated needs and others are also met by the computer 
system, in accordance with one embodiment of the present invention, that is capable of 
providing video play-back of an encoded data stream. The computer system includes a 
processor, a data bus mechanism, a primary memory, a display device, and a 
graphics engine that is configured to generate digital image data based on at least one 
command signal from the processor, generate motion compensated digital image data 
based on at least one digital image and at least one motion vector, convert a YUV 
4:2:0 formatted picture to a YUV 4:2:2 formatted picture, convert the YUV 4:2:2 
formatted picture to a RGB formatted picture, scale the RGB formatted picture, and 
convert the RGB formatted picture to an analog signal that can be displayed on the 
display device". 

In re pages 9-10, applicants argue, with respect to claim 8, that Herrera fails to 
disclose the claimed "the at least one instruction includes at least one of a: line inverting 
instruction, a scaling instruction and a blend instruction" (claim 8) because the "at least 
one instruction" is to be executed by the "2D/3D engine" for the purpose of creating "an 
adaptively de-interlaced frame image from at least a first interlaced field" (claim 1). 

In response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed with respect to 
claim 1 above, Herrera does disclose the claimed "performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at 
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least a portion of adaptive de-interlacing" as recited in claim 1 and; therefore, the 
instructions disclosed in col. 10, lines 44-49 of Herrera anticipates the claimed "the at 
least one instruction includes at least one of a: line inverting instruction, a scaling 
instruction and a blend instruction" (claim 8) because the "at least one instruction" is to 
be executed by the "2D/3D engine" for the purpose of creating "an adaptively de- 
interlaced frame image from at least a first interlaced field" (claim 1). 

In re pages 10-11, applicants argue, with respect to claim 9, that subject matter 
including "determining whether the at least one instruction is for the 2D/3D engine or for 
a display engine" is not disclosed, taught6 or suggested by either Herrera or Herrera in 
light of Faroudja because neither Herrera alone, or Herrera in view of Faroudja, 
disclose, teach or suggest the "at least one instruction" intended "for a 2-D/3-D engine 
to facilitate creation of an adaptively de-interlaced frame image from at least a first 
interlaced field". 

In response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed with respect to 
claim 1 above, Herrera does disclose the claimed "performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at 
least a portion of adaptive de-interlacing" as recited in claim 1 and; therefore, the 
claimed "determining whether the at least one instruction is for the 2D/3D engine or for 
a display engine" is disclosed in col. 10, lines 44-49 of Herrera. 

In re page 1 1 , applicants state that claim 10 is allowable for at least the reasons 
claims 1, 3, and 9 are allowable. 

In response, as discussed above with respect to claims 1 , 3, and 9 that the 
combination of Herrera and Faroudja discloses all the limitations of claims 1 , 3, and 9. 
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In re page 1 1 , applicants state that claim 1 1 is allowable for at least the reasons 
claims 2 and 10 are allowable. 

In response, as discussed above with respect to claims 2 and 10 that the 
combination of Herrera and Faroudja discloses all the limitations of claims 2 and 10. 

In re pages 11-12, applicants state that claim 12 is allowable for at least the 
reasons claims 5 and 10 are allowable. 

In response, as discussed above with respect to claims 5 and 10 that the 
combination of Herrera and Faroudja discloses all the limitations of claims 5 and 10. 

In re page 12, applicants state that claim 13 is allowable for at least the reasons 
claims 6 and 10 are allowable. 

In response, as discussed above with respect to claims 6 and 10 that the 
combination of Herrera and Faroudja discloses all the limitations of claims 6 and 10. 

In re page 12, applicants state that claim 14 is allowable for at least the reasons 
claims 7 and 13 are allowable. 

In response, as discussed above with respect to claims 7 and 13 that the 
combination of Herrera and Faroudja discloses all the limitations of claims 7 and 13. 

In re pages 12-13, applicants state that claim 14 is allowable for at least the 
reasons claims 8 and 10 are allowable. 

In response, as discussed above with respect to claims 8 and 10 that the 
combination of Herrera and Faroudja discloses all the limitations of claims 8 and 10. 

In re page 13, applicants state that claims 16-19 are allowable for at least the 
reasons claims 1-4 are allowable. 
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In response, as discussed above with respect to claims 1-4 that the combination 
of Herrera and Faroudja discloses all the limitations of claims 1-4. 

In re page 13, applicants state that claims 20-23 are allowable for at least the 
reasons claims 6-9 are allowable. 

In response, as discussed above with respect to claims 6-9 that the combination 
of Herrera and Faroudja discloses all the limitations of claims 6-9. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Herrera (US Patent 6,208,350 B1) in view of Faroudja (US Patent 5,754,248). 

In consider claim 1 , Herrera discloses all the claimed subject matter, noted 1) the 
claimed receiving at least one instruction for a 2-D/3-D engine to facilitate creation of an 
adaptive YUV 4:2:0-to-4:2:2 conversion is met by the 3D engine (col. 10, lines 16-49), 
and performing, by the 2-D/3-D engine, at least a conversion YUV 4:2:0-to-4:2:2 in 
response to the at least one instruction. However, Herrera does not particularly disclose 
that the 2-D/3-D engine is used for adaptively de-interlacing frame image from at least a 
first interlaced field. 

Faroudja teaches a "universal" recording and transmission system for recording 
and transmitting both 24 fps (or 25 fps) motion picture film sources and non-film 
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interlaced or progressively-scanned video sources in progressively-scanned video at a 
nominal frame rate of 24 or 25 frames per second (col. 2 f lines 20-35). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the "universal" recording and transmission system as taught by 
Faroudja into Herrera's system in order to record or transmit motion picture film sources 
and non-film interlaced or progressively scanned video sources. 

In consider claim 2, the claimed storing the at least portion of the adaptively de- 
interlaced frame image for display is met by the buffer 56 of Herrera (col. 10, line 52 to 
col. 11, line 4). 

In consider claim 3, the claimed retrieving, by a graphics processor display 
engine, the stored adaptively de-interlaced frame image for display on at least one 
display device is met by the memory controller 94 of Herrera (col. 10, line 52 to col. 1 1 , 
line 4). 

In consider claim 4, the combination of Herrera and Faroudja discloses all the 
limitations of the claimed invention as discussed in claim 1 above except for providing 
that wherein the step of performing adaptive de-interlacing by the 2-D/3-D engine 
includes executing 2D/3D instructions that result in performing median filtering. 

The capability of median filtering the video signal to improve the quality of the 
video signal is old and well known in the art and therefore Official Notice is taken. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the well known median filter into Herrera's system in order to 
increase the quality of the video signal to be displayed. 
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In consider claim 5, the combination of Herrera and Faroudja discloses all the 
limitations of the claimed invention as discussed in claim 1 above except for providing 
wherein the step of performing adaptive de-interlacing by the 2-D/3-D engine includes 
executing 2D/3D instructions that result in performing spatio-temporal filtering. 

The capability of spatio-temporal filtering the video signal to improve the quality 
of the video signal is also old and well known in the art and Official Notice is taken 
again. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the well known spatio-temporal filter into Herrera's system in 
order to increase the quality of the video signal to be displayed. 

In consider claim 6, the claimed controlling the 2-D/3-D engine to perform the 
adaptive de-interlacing prior to display by a display engine is met by the 3D engine of 
Herrera, col. 10, lines 16-49. 

In consider claim 7, the claimed issuing 2D/3D instructions to the 2D/3D engine 
to carry out de-interlacing of lines of video data from interlaced fields is met by the 3D 
engine of Herrera, col. 10, lines 16-49. 

In consider claim 8, the claimed wherein the at least one instruction includes at 
least of a: line inverting instruction, a scaling instruction and a blend instruction is met 
by the 3D engine of Herrera, col. 10, lines 44-49. 

In consider claim 9, the claimed determining whether the at least one instruction 
is for the 2-D/3-D engine or for a display engine is met by the graphics accelerator 54 of 
Herrera, col. 1 0, line 52 to col. 1 1 , line 1 7. 
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Claim 10 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claims 1, 3, and 9 

above. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claim 2 above. 
Claim 12 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claim 5 above. 
Claim 13 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claim 6 above. 
Claim 14 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claim 7 above. 
Claim 15 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claim 8 above. 
Claims 16-19 are rejected for the same reason as discussed in claims 1-4, 
respectively. 

Claims 20-23 are rejected for the same reason as discussed in claims ,6-9, 
respectively. 

Conclusion 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Application/Control Number: 09/553,143 



Page 16 



Art Unit: 2614 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Trang U. Tran whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
0090. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Miller, can be reached at (703) 305-4795. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9314 (for Technology Center 2600 only) 
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